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Response to Public Comments 
 
The draft Part 70 Operating Permit for Mallinckrodt, LLC was placed on public notice May 12, 2017 for 
a 30-day comment period. The public notice was published on the Department of Natural Resources’ Air 
Pollution Control Program’s web page at: http://www.dnr.mo.gov/env/apcp/PermitPublicNotices.htm .  
Public comments were received from Mr. Mark Smith, EPA Region 7,  and  

 citizens of St. Louis, and Mr. Bob Menees, Great Rivers Environmental Law Center. The 
comments are addressed in the order in which they appear within the letter(s). 
 
Comments received from Mr. Mark Smith, EPA Region 7: 
Mr. Smith, Comment #1:  
First, Permit Condition Plant Wide VE20 incorporates applicable requirements from 10 CSR 10-6.220-
Restriction of Emissions of Visible Air Contaminants and from Permit to Construct 03-01-002PM. 
Permit Condition Plant Wide VE20 requires the permittee to “not cause or permit to be discharged into 
the atmosphere from any emission unit any visible emission greater than 20% for any continuous six 
minute period.” Permit Condition Plant Wide VE20 also requires the permittee to conduct “visible 
emission observations on each emission unit using procedures contained in USEPA Test Method 22, 
weekly for a minimum of eight (8) weeks after permit issuance.” USEPA Test Method 22 requires the 
use of an observation period of sufficient length to meet the requirements for determining compliance 
with the emission standard. Therefore, to meet the requirements of Permit Condition Plant Wide VE20, 
each emission unit shall be observed for six minutes each week for a minimum of eight weeks. 
Additionally, USEPA Test Method 22 requires observer rest breaks of not less than 5 minutes and not 
more than 10 minutes after every 15 to 20 minutes of observation. In other words, for every hour of 
observation, 15-20 minutes of rest is required, allowing a single observer time to evaluate 6 – 7 
emissions units. 
 
According to the Application for Authority to Operate, submitted by Mallinckrodt, LLC dated May 10, 
2017, approximately five hundred and sixty-five (565) emission units are subject to this operating permit 
Plant Wide permit condition. Conducting 565 six-minute visible emission observations will require 
approximately ninety-four hours of observation every week for a minimum of eight weeks. 
 
We recognize that 10 CSR 10-6.220 may apply to each of the 565 emissions units, but it's not clear from 
the Title V permit or Statement of Basis if all of these points can be reasonably expected to have visible 
emissions. For example, emission points exclusively emitting VOC or HAPs, or those combusting 
natural gas, may be unlikely to have any visible emissions. If so, MDNR could provide rationale in the 
Statement of Basis why a visible emissions assessment is not necessary for select emission points and 
may be able to significantly reduce the number of Method 22 observations that need to be made. We 
recommend that MDNR and Mallinckrodt re-evaluate which emission points may have visible emissions 
and prioritize Method 22 observations for those units. 
 
Response to Mr. Smith, Comment #1:  
The permit condition has been changed to indicate Method 22 like procedures be used as a qualitative 
screening for the presence of visible emissions.  The Method 22 like procedures are not intended to 
directly determine compliance with the emission standard, as the method cannot be used to quantify 
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opacity.  Only if visible emissions are observed would a Method 9 observation be required.  While there 
may be some emission units that may be unlikely to emit visible emissions, almost every issued 
construction permit applies a 20% opacity limitation on a plant wide basis.  Only one is cited in the 
permit condition as to cite all of them is redundant.  To remove this requirement, and update the 
applicability with our current standards, would require the amendment of almost every active 
construction permit.  At this time, the permittee has agreed to continue the Method 22 like and any 
subsequent Method 9 observations as required in this operating permit.  The permittee understands the 
procedures and expenses required to amend the underlying construction permits and may obtain future 
amendments as allowed by 10 CSR 10-6.060, Construction Permits Required. 
 
Mr. Smith, Comment #2:  
Second, Permit Condition GGG, beginning on page 13 of the draft operating permit on public notice, 
incorporates the applicable requirements from 40 CFR part 63, Subpart GGG-National Emission 
Standards for Pharmaceuticals Production. Permit Condition GGG indicates that these requirements 
apply to Buildings 6, 7, 223, 235, 250, 260, 504, 505, 507, 512, 514, 516, Plant 5 T-530 and Plant 1 T-
0015. Within these fourteen (14) areas, there are over five hundred (500) unique individual emission 
units. 40 CFR part 63, Subpart GGG defines the affected source as the pharmaceutical manufacturing 
operations that manufacture a pharmaceutical product; are located at a plant site that is a major source; 
and process, use or produce HAP. 40 CFR part 63, Subpart GGG goes on to define process as all 
equipment which collectively function to produce a pharmaceutical product or isolated intermediate. It is 
likely that Mallinckrodt, LLC has more than one (1) process (as defined) within these fourteen (14) 
identified buildings; using these over five hundred (500) unique emission units. Additionally, it is 
unclear to EPA, which of the forty-five (45) pages of requirements in Permit Condition GGG apply to 
each of the emission units. 
 
EPA’s White Paper #2 for Improved Implementation of the Part 70 Operating Permits Program says that 
Section 504 (a), of the Clean Air Act, states that each permit shall include enforceable limitations and 
standards and such other conditions as necessary to assure compliance with the applicable requirements. 
In addition, Section 504 (c) requires each permit to set forth inspection, entry, monitoring, compliance 
certification and reporting requirements to assure compliance with the permit terms and conditions. EPA 
interprets this to mean that the operating permit shall ensure that all applicable emission limits are 
placed in the Part 70 permit and attached to the emission unit(s) to which they apply. This approach 
provides for enforceability from a practical standpoint. One of the goals of the Title V (Part 70) 
operating permit program is that both the source (Mallinckrodt, LLC) and permitting authority (MDNR) 
gain a better understanding of the specific requirements applicable to the source, which in turn will lead 
to improved compliance. There is value to be gained by a source and the permit writer by studying the 
specific requirements of specific standards, parsing out these requirements that apply to the source and 
translating them in a logical fashion as operating permit conditions. Through this exercise, the source, 
the permitting authority and the public gain a better understanding of the requirements in general as well 
as how the standards specifically affect the source. Therefore, EPA recommends MDNR and 
Mallinckrodt re-visit their approach in presenting how the applicable emission limits, standards, 
compliance procedures, monitoring, record keeping and reporting specified by 40 CFR part 63, Subpart 
GGG are attached to approximately 500 emission units included within Buildings 6, 7, 223, 235, 250, 
260, 504, 505, 507, 512, 514, 516, Plant 5 T-530 and Plant 1 T-0015. For example, a building by 
building approach to organizing emission units and associated applicable requirements may assist an 
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inspector, the company and the public to assess compliance with the pharmaceutical MACT 
requirements. Even though potentially duplicative, this approach would minimize any confusion over 
what parts of the rule apply to individual emissions and or process units. 
 
Response to Mr. Smith, Comment #2:  
Clarifying language has been added to page 6, in the description of Emission Units with Limitations to 
explain how the specific emission units and applicable permit conditions are correlated.  Attachment A 
correlates applicable regulations with emission units on a building by building basis.  Additionally, 
footnotes have been added to all Permit Conditions to direct the reader to Attachment A as well as any 
other pertinent attachments or appendices. 
 
Mr. Smith, Comment #3:  
Third, the operational limitation in Permit Condition 092014-001 for Building 97, as listed in Section 
IV: Emission Unit Specific Emission Limitations, requires the permittee to exclusively use EP-2913 
Conical Dryer to produce the pharmaceuticals in the following table. The draft permit states that the 
contents of the table are confidential business information and no table is included in Permit Condition 
092014-001. Section 503(c), of the Clean Air Act, provides that certain information generated pursuant 
to a State’s operating permit program must be made available to the public. This includes any permit,  
permit application, monitoring report and certification created during the implementation of the  
program. Section 503 (e) further establishes that the contents of a Title V (Part 70) operating permit 
shall not be entitled to protection under section 114 (c). Therefore, EPA recommends MDNR and 
Mallinckrodt, LLC reconsider the assertion that the information in the table in Permit Condition 092014-
001 is confidential business information, or otherwise explain in the Statement of Basis why the 
information is being withheld. 
 
Response to Mr. Smith, Comment #3:  
The project and review that resulted in issuance of Construction Permit 092014-001 contained 
confidential business information for which the installation requested confidential treatment under 10 
CSR 10-6.210, Confidential Information. Missouri law provides that the Department shall not disclose 
confidential information. See Sections 643.050.5 and 643.151.4, RSMo.   The Department reviewed the 
request for confidential treatment under 10 CSR 10-6.210 and determined that such treatment is 
warranted.   
 
Mr. Smith, Comment #4:  
Fourth, Permit Condition 99-11-078; Permit Condition 022016-012; and Permit Condition 072014-004 
all incorporate applicable requirements from construction permits for multiple emission units associated 
with Building 260. Each of these three (3) permit conditions requires the permittee to either comply with 
emission limitations; keep records and / or conduct monitoring as required in 40 CFR part 63, Subpart 
GGG. This draft operating permit includes a “Multi-Building Emission Limitation” in Section III, which 
most likely captures the requirements in Permit Condition 99-11-078; Permit Condition 022016-012; 
and Permit Condition 072014-004. EPA believes this offers an opportunity for MDNR and 
Mallinckrodt, LLC to undertake a “permit streamlining” effort. As previously discussed in the second 
comment above, EPA’s expectation is that all applicable emission limits will be attached to specific 
emission units to ensure enforceability as a practical matter. Therefore, EPA recommends MDNR 
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include specific limitations in Permit Condition 022016-012 or its equivalent for Building 260 under 
Permit Condition GGG. 
 
Response to Mr. Smith, Comment #4:  
The pertinent language for Permit Condition 99-11-078; Permit Condition 022016-012; and Permit 
Condition 072014-004 has been changed from referencing 40 CFR part 63 Subpart GGG, to referencing 
Permit Condition GGG. 
 
Mr. Smith, Comment #5:  
Fifth, Permit Condition Dc; Permit Condition Subpart DDDDD; Permit Condition 5.510-Conditional 
Exemption; and Permit Condition 11-04-008 in Section IV: Emission Unit Specific Emission 
Limitations, all pertain to boilers and / or boilers and cooling tower. EPA believes it would be beneficial 
if these permit conditions either included the pertinent boiler and cooling tower information or 
referenced the boiler and cooling tower information contained in Attachment A. Additionally, Permit 
Condition 5.510-Conditional Exemption and Permit Condition 11-04-008 both require the permittee to 
use Attachment K, or equivalent, to demonstrate compliance. Attachment K includes a nitrogen oxides 
(NOx) emission factor, the source of which is not referenced. EPA recommends MDNR and 
Mallinckrodt, LLC include an emission factor reference to improve the enforceability of Attachment K. 
Also, Monitoring / Record keeping requirement 4), in Permit Condition 11-04-008 requires the 
permittee to maintain records of any water treatment chemical added to the cooling tower. MDNR’s 
customary practice is to provide examples of compliance verification data collection records as 
attachments to operating permits for public review and comment. However, the water treatment 
chemical addition record, reference in this permit condition has not been attached and EPA suggests 
MDNR follow their customary practice and attach the data sheet to this operating permit. 
 
Response to Mr. Smith, Comment #5:  
Attachment K references the source of the nitrogen oxides (NOx) emission factor as the construction 
permit and manufacturer’s specifications.  Manufacturer’s specifications present the value in units of 
ppmv.  The construction permit contains the calculations to convert the value into units of pounds per 
million cubic feet.  These calculations have been added to the attachment. 
 
Permit Condition 11-04-008 contains an Operational Limitation prohibiting the usage of chromium 
containing water treatment chemicals in the cooling tower, with a Monitoring/Recordkeeping 
requirement to maintain records of any water treatment chemicals added to the tower.  The intent is for 
the installation to maintain safety data sheets (SDS) or similar documentation.  SDS retention has been 
added to Plant Wide Emission Limitations, Recordkeeping #4 to ensure compliance. 
 
Mr. Smith, Comment #6:  
Sixth, Permit Condition ZZZZZ-Conditional Exemption; Permit Condition Subpart ZZZZ-New and 
Limited; Permit Condition Subpart ZZZZ-Existing Emergency; and Permit Condition Subpart ZZZZ-
New CI Emergency all reference applicable requirements associated with Mallinckrodt’s thirteen (13) 
emergency engines. However, none of these four (4) permit conditions readily identify to which 
emergency engine(s) the requirements are applicable. EPA believes it would be beneficial if each permit 
condition included pertinent emergency engine information or each permit condition referenced the 
appropriate information in Attachment A. 
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Response to Mr. Smith, Comment #6:  
Clarifying language has been added to page 6, in the description of Emission Units with Limitations to 
explain how the specific emission units and applicable permit conditions are correlated.  Attachment A 
is a building by building approach which organizes emission units and applicable regulations.    
Additionally, footnotes have been added to all Permit Conditions to direct the reader to Attachment A as 
well as any pertinent attachments or appendices. 
 
Mr. Smith, Comment #7:  
Finally, Permit Condition 6.261 incorporates applicable requirements from 10 CSR 10-6.261 as it 
applies to emergency engines associated with the generators in Building Z, 62, 97, 250, 260 and 505. 10 
CSR 10-6.261 is a State of Missouri regulation which has not yet been adopted into the EPA approved 
Missouri State Implementation Plan (SIP), and therefore, this is a “State Only” requirement and Permit 
Condition 6.261 should be identified as “State Only.” 
 
Response to Mr. Smith, Comment #7:  
A note has been added to Permit Condition 6.261 to indicate the regulation is a state only requirement 
unless it is incorporated in the Missouri SIP as a final EPA action. 
 
Comments received from , a citizen of St. Louis 

, Comment #1:  
There needs to be greater communication from DNR to the surrounding communities around pollution-
emitting sources, air permit renewals and new permits. This should take the form of public 
announcements in local periodicals like The St. Louis American and on the DNR web site specifically 
designed for the citizens of Missouri by location. Additionally, there should be a grievance form created 
to capture the salient information for DNR to take action. 
 
Response to , Comment #1:  
Air permit public notices are provided at the following website: http://dnr.mo.gov/env/apcp/permit-
public-notices.htm in accordance with 10 CSR 10-6.065(7).  The public notice website provides a sign 
up link to receive e-mail notifications when updated information is published on the website.  For 
permits that are under review, but not yet issued, information may be obtained at the following 
website: http://dnr.mo.gov/env/apcp/pending-projects-search.php .  This website allows searching of 
active projects on a county and city level.  Issued permits are available at the following 
website: http://dnr.mo.gov/env/apcp/completed-projects-search.php , which also allows searching on a 
county and city level. 
 
The Department provides the public the ability to submit environmental concerns through an online 
form that can be found at: https://dnr.mo.gov/concern.htm.  
 

, Comment #2:  
A designated staff role within DNR should be given as a community liaison and publicized as such. 
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Response to Mr. Menees, Comment Category #1, regarding compliance with Title VI, EPA 
regulations, and Executive Order 12898 
 
Neither the Department nor Mallinckrodt are required to conduct the analysis Mr. Menees requests. 
If an application complies with the requirements of the State’s authorized permit program, and the 
source is in compliance with its construction permit(s), the Department must issue the permit in 
accordance with § 643.078, RSMo. The Department notes, however, that the state and federal 
regulations the Department applies in developing and issuing Title V Part 70 operating permits were 
promulgated to protect human health and the environment from potential adverse impacts of air 
pollution. 
 
The Department complied with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 in developing this permit.  
 
Opportunities to express concerns are available. The Department maintains the following website to 
solicit public participation: http://dnr.mo.gov/env/apcp/permit-public-notices.htm . The public can 
sign up to receive e-mail notices when a new permit is posted for public comment by following the 
instructions on the form that appears after clicking on  the graphic that reads,“Get Updates on this 
Issue.”  This website contains information on permits that are open for public comment and other air 
quality issues for which the Department is soliciting public comments.  Also, the public is 
encouraged to contact the Air Pollution Control Program or our Regional Offices to discuss any 
concerns.  Contact information for the main and regional offices is located at the following 
website: http://dnr.mo.gov/regions/regions.htm.   
 
2. Mr. Menees Category 2 Comments: Emission Limitations 
Mr. Menees states several emission limits presented in Section III of the draft permit should be 
lowered because they will not be protective of ambient air quality and human health.  His comments 
are addressed below. 
 
Response to common comments that emission limits should be lowered:  
The Purpose of the Part 70 Operating Permit program is not to revise or reevaluate construction 
permit emission limitations.  It is the purpose of a Part 70 Operating Permit to serve as a single 
document which contains all applicable regulations at the time of permit issuance.  The Title V 
program does not impose new substantive air quality control requirements.  It does contain 
requirements sufficient to demonstrate compliance with applicable regulations which enables the 
states, EPA, and public to understand better the requirements to which the source is subject and 
whether the source is meeting those requirements. 
 
Emission Inventory Questionnaires (EIQs) are used by installations to report their actual emissions 
on a calendar year basis.  Permits are based on potential emissions, which represent the worst case 
emissions for year round operation.  Often, installations do not operate all processes year round so 
the actual emissions are much less than the potential emissions.  It is important to note that emission 
limitations imposed by a construction permit issued pursuant to 10 CSR 10-6.060 are for a 
consecutive 12 month period, not a calendar year.  
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Additionally, if the permittee undergoes any physical change in or change in the method of 
operation, then a construction permit evaluation must be conducted under the provisions of 10 CSR 
10-6.060, Construction Permits Required.  Also, if any new applicable regulations are promulgated 
during the term of the Operating Permit, the installation must demonstrate compliance with the new 
regulations.  Ambient air monitoring and compliance with the NAAQS may be included in the 
permit review as provided in 10 CSR 10-6.060.  
 
 
Mr. Menees, Comment Category #2, Comment #1: Regarding NOx emissions 
The limit in the draft permit for NOx is 39 tons per year (tpy) for all permitted features. 
Mallinckrodt’s Emission Inventory Questionnaires (“EIQs”) from 2008-2016 demonstrate a 
downward trend of NOx emissions from 107.1 tpy in 2008 to 29.30 tpy in 2016. Allowing 
Mallinckrodt to suddenly reverse trend and emit 10 tpy more in 2017 than in 2016 would constitute a 
significant increase of NOx into the ambient air in an area that is already designated as non-
attainment for ozone and PM2.5. Since NOx is a precursor for ozone, allowing Mallinckrodt to emit 
10 tpy will further contribute to ambient air quality exceedances and violations of the ozone 
NAAQS. Furthermore, NOx is a precursor to PM2.5.  As stated above, the area around the facility is 
already in non-attainment for PM2.5 and experiences the highest levels of PM2.5 in the ambient air 
statewide. Allowing an additional 10 tpy of NOx per year will further degrade the ambient air in 
North St. Louis City. A review of a prior draft permit from 2013 suggests that 24.45 tpy would be an 
appropriate limit in Mallinckrodt’s permit and that the 39 tpy limit in the draft permit was arbitrarily 
selected without justification for the convenience of the permittee. Selecting the 24.45 tpy emission 
limit for NOx would continue the downward trend and would help to meet ozone and PM2.5 NAAQS 
in the region and help to improve ambient air quality in North St. Louis City. 
 
Response to Mr. Menees, Comment Category #2, Comment #1: Regarding NOx emissions 
The draft permit contains two permit conditions which apply NOx limitations to equipment.  Permit 
Condition 01-09-027PM establishes a less than 39 tpy NOx emission limitation to the units 
contained in construction permit 01-09-027 and subsequent amendments.  Permit Condition 11-04-
008 establishes a less than 40 tpy NOx limitation on the boilers contained in construction permit 11-
04-008.  These permits were issued under the procedures found in 10 CSR 10-6.060, Construction 
Permits Required, specifically Section (5), De Minimis Permits.  To obtain a Section (5) permit, the 
project must have a net emissions increase below the de minimis levels.  For NOx, the de minimis 
level is 40 tpy. 
 
The initial construction permit 01-09-027, issued July 18, 2002 contained a NOx limitation of 24.25 
tons on the new thermal oxidizer system.  This limitation was imposed upon the installation to 
reflect the perceived potential to emit of the equipment contained in the permit.  In 2006, the 
installation discovered that potential NOx emissions from the thermal oxidizer were higher than 
reflected in the permit.  In accordance with 10 CSR 10-6.060, the installation submitted an 
amendment request to reflect the higher potential emissions.  Since the potential emissions were 
above the de minimis level of 40 tons, the installation accepted a limitation to less than de minimis 
levels to maintain compliance.  
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The Missouri Air Pollution Control Program has submitted three years of PM2.5 monitoring data 
demonstrating compliance with both the 1997 and 2006 PM2.5 NAAQS for the St. Louis area.  
Upon EPA approval the area will be re-designated an attainment maintenance area for 1997 PM2.5 
NAAQS and an attainment area for the 2006 PM2.5 NAAQS.  The program provides air monitors 
for various pollutants throughout the state.  Monitoring information is available at the following 
website: http://dnr.mo.gov/env/apcp/airpollutants.htm  
 
Mr. Menees, Comment Category #2, Comment #1: Regarding VOC emissions 
The Total VOC emission limit of 211.82 tpy is more than five times higher than Mallinckrodt’s 
VOC emissions reported in its 2016 EIQ of 38.10 tpy. The most VOCs Mallinckrodt has emitted 
since 2008 is 43.8 tpy. Setting the emission limit at 211.82 tpy would allow Mallinckrodt to emit 
VOCs in a quantity that would negatively impact human health and ambient air quality. 
Furthermore, because VOC is a precursor to ozone, allowing a five-fold increase in VOC emissions 
from one source would likely contribute to further exceedances of the ozone NAAQS in an area of 
non-attainment for ozone. 
 
Response to Mr. Menees, Comment Category #2, Comment #2: Regarding VOC emissions 
Permit Condition 01-09-027PM establishes a 211.82 ton VOC emission limitation to the units 
contained in construction permit 01-09-027 and subsequent amendments.  This value appears in the 
initial construction permit 01-09-027, issued July 18, 2002 for installation of a thermal oxidizer 
system.  This permit superseded eleven previously issued construction permits/source registrations, 
and consolidated those operations into this single permit.  The VOC limitations from those 
superseded permits were brought forward into this permit, with a total value of 204.83 tons.  The 
potential VOC emissions from the new thermal oxidizer system were 6.99 tons which yields a total 
VOC potential of 211.82 tons.   
 
Mr. Menees, Comment Category #2, Comment #3: Regarding HAPs emissions 
The Total HAP limit of 143.43 tpy is significantly higher than Mallinckrodt’s reported HAPs from 
2012-2016, which ranged from 1.18 tpy to 3.12 tpy. It is unclear from the Statement of Basis or 
other documents in Great Rivers’ possession why there is such a vast discrepancy between reported 
HAPs and proposed HAP emission limits. We note that in earlier years, Mallinckrodt and/or MDNR 
were combining VOC and PM10 with HAPs in EIQs.  However, these values still do not explain the 
vast discrepancy described above. 
 
MDNR’s allowance of 143.43 tpy or 286,860 lbs per year for the next five years to Mallinckrodt to 
emit air pollutants deemed hazardous for being suspected of causing cancer or other serious health 
effects, such as reproductive effects or birth defects, will have a disproportionate impact on minority 
and low-income communities near the facility. 
 
Response to Mr. Menees, Comment Category #2, Comment #3: Regarding HAPs emissions 
Permit Condition 01-09-027PM establishes a 143.43 ton total HAP emission limitation to the units 
contained in construction permit 01-09-027 and subsequent amendments.  This value appears in the 
initial construction permit 01-09-027, issued July 18, 2002, for installation of a thermal oxidizer 
system.  This permit superseded eleven previously issued construction permits/source registrations, 
and consolidated those operations into this single permit.  The HAP limitations from those 
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superseded permits were brought forward into this permit, with a total value of 136.93 tons.  The 
potential HAP emissions from the new thermal oxidizer system were 6.50 tons which yields a total 
HAP potential of 143.43 tons.   
 
3. Mr. Menees, Comment Category #3: General typographical errors  
Mr. Menees provides non-substantive suggested corrections to the draft permit for accuracy.  See 
Response to Comment, Attachment 1 for the detailed comments. 
 
Response to Mr. Menees, Comment Category #3, Comment #1: All corrections except one have 
been incorporated into the permit as suggested.  The wording on Page 62 was changed in response to 
a comment received from , resulting in Mr. Menees’ suggested wording no longer 
being applicable. 

 
Comment received from , a citizen of St. Louis: 

, Comment #1: 
I am humbly writing to inform you of my concerns regarding the possible pollution hazard in our 
neighborhood.  I live  from Mallinckrodt Pharma. My concern is the well-being of the 
school children of Clay Elementary SLPS, and Holy Trinity Catholic School, and the community which 
lives here. I am planning a museum development at the 'old' Divoll Library located right next door to 
Clay School. It will become a Museum of the Arts and Sciences for Children K-12 and beyond. We will 
present Mythological stories and lessons, which the take-away is, 'Philosophy - as a way of life.'.  We all 
must set virtuous examples by practice. Philotimo! 
 
Response to , Comment #1: 
It is the purpose of a Title V (Part 70) Operating Permit to serve as a single document which contains all 
applicable regulations at the time of permit issuance.  The Title V program does not impose new 
substantive air quality control requirements.  It does contain requirements sufficient to demonstrate 
compliance with applicable regulations; which enables the states, EPA, and public to understand better 
the requirements to which the source is subject and whether the source is meeting those requirements.  
 
If Mallinckrodt undergoes any physical change in or change in the method of operation, then a 
construction permit evaluation must be conducted under the provisions of 10 CSR 10-6.060, 
Construction Permits Required.  Ambient air monitoring and compliance with the NAAQS may be 
included in the permit review as provided in 10 CSR 10-6.060.  Also, if any new applicable regulations 
are promulgated during the term of the Operating Permit, the installation must demonstrate compliance 
with the new regulations.   
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12898 which mandate consideration and analysis of environmental justice factors in issniug 
pennits through programs ftu1ded by the EPA.5 

This mandate is clearly not being met, and MDNR depriving environmental justice 
communities in this area of their ci\·il rights. Without consideration and analysis of 
environmental justice impacts caused by the pending: approval of:rvfallinckrodt's Part 70 
Operating Permit, the administrative process to grant such penuit is illegal and in violation of 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. EPA's regulations promulgated thereunder, and 
Executive: Order 12898. Before is!.uing a Part 70 Opemtin.2 Pennit to Mallinckrodt, MDNR 
must conduct a dispropo1iionate impact analysis and conduct air quality modeling: for tho!.e 
pollutants capable of caur:,i.ng a di!.proportionate impact to enviromnental justice commw1ities 
located in close proximity to the facility. 

These environmental justice issues in North St. Louis City arc: farther exacerbated by the 
fact that Mallinckrodt has not been issued a Part 70 Operating Pennit twenty years after first 
submitting an application in March. 1997. Mallinckrodt is one of the large!.t emitters of air 
pollution in the City of St. Louis.6 The facility is located in close proximity to minority and low
income communities. St. Louis is a non-attainment area for particulate matter of 2.5 microns or 
less (PM2.5). North St. Louis City has the highe!.t levels of PMn in the state.7 Furthennore,
North St. Louis City has the highest levels of particulate matter of 10 microns or less (PM10) in 
the state. 8 Yet, despite Mallinckrodt's twenty-year history of emitting PM2.� and PM10 without a
Part 70 Operating Permit in rui area th.at has the worst statewide air quality for these pollutants, a 
dispropo1iionate in1pacts analysis has never been conducted for the miuority and low-income 
conummities around Mallinckrodt' s facility. 

Members of these communities report that they are afraid to breathe the air in their 
neighborhood. They choose not to open the windows iu their homes because of !.trange odors. 
coucems of pollution, and potential impacts to their health. If the stacks from Mallinckrodt are 
blowing: towards their residences, they often choose to stay inside rather than leaving their 

5 The Govemol"'s 2017 Recommended Budget states that MDNR"s APCP recein�d SS.272.621 of its
$14.604,059 operating expenses in 2016 from foderal funds, including federal grants. See Pages 100-104. 
located at https://oa.mo.gov/site5/default/files1FY _20 l 7 _Narur.1l_Resource.s 
_Budget_Request_Gov_Rec.pdf(last visited June 1. 2017). 
6 Mallinckrodt is the s"' largest emitter of re"gulated air pollutants based on chargeable e mission.-. 
according to MDNR records. 
7 In MDNR · s 2016 Air Monitoring Network Plan. on Page 27, MDNR identifies tht- Blair St. Monitor, 
located less than 0.5 miles from the Mallinckrodt facility. as having the highest daily and annual values of 
PMu (2S ug/m3, 11.0 uglm1 in the ambient air statewide compared to the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (�NAAQS") forPMu(35 ug/m3

, 12.0uglm1. 
8 In MDNR·s 201S Air Monitoring Nenvork Plan, Page 33. the Branch St. monitor. located less than 0.5
miles of the Mallinckrodt facility is identified as having 2.1 exceedances of the PM10 NAAQS and 
therefore to be in ,-iolation of the PM10 NAAQS during the 2012-2014 timeframe. In MD1'"R's 2016 Air 
Monitoring Network Plan 2016. Page 33, the Branch St. monitoring is the onl)· monitor in the state that 
shows an exceedance·oftbe PMio NAAQS. 









  
   

     
   
   

     
   

            
               
           
            

             
               

            

          

              
             

                  
        

                
                

                
               

              
               

               
                 
                  

                
               
               

                 
        

                
             

                
               

              
               

         

             
               

                
              

                
             

                 








